threats inhibit criminality." 3 Most recently, theoretical attempts to re-conceptualize the deterrence principle have focused on subsuming the principle within more general social control perspectives. 4 Such attempts lead to the inevitable conclusion that extralegal factors are just as important as legal threats to control criminal or deviant behavior. Of course, these insights have little value for law and policy makers who can only use legal threats as a mechanism of crime control. What is still clearly needed from the social science community is an adequate explanation for how legal threats can be used effectively to control crime.
The intent of this paper is to bring general deterrence research 5 closer to theory regarding how the threat of punishment regulates perceptions of crime opportunities. Specifically, this paper's central purpose is to cast deterrence research findings in theoretical terms, 6 making them relevant for developing laws and social programs that can be effective in reducing the incidence and prevalence of predatory crime.
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II. THE DETERRENCE RESEARCH LITERATURE
A. OVERVIEW Essentially, the deterrence doctrine is premised on the notion that criminal sanctions are the "penalty" or "cost" a convicted offender pays for crime. 8 Variations in perspectives and in measurement techniques notwithstanding, all deterrence research and theory is based on implicit or explicit assumptions about normative systems that value rewards and disvalue punishments. 9 Deterrence research and theory also makes assumptions about the ability and 3 Short & Meier, Criminology and the Study of Deviance, in THE STATE OF SOCIOLOGY 182 (J. Short ed. 1981) .
4 See Williams, Deterrence and Social Control. Rethinking the Relationship, 13 J. CRIM. JUST. 141, 148 (1985) .
5 Conventionally, general deterrence refers to using legal threats to discourage crime by members of the general population, whereas specific deterrence refers to using legal sanctions to reduce the likelihood of recidivistic behavior.
6 Chen & Rossi, Evaluating with Sense: The Theory Driven Approach, 7 EVALUATION REV. 283, 285 (1983) .
7 SeeJ.Q. WILSON, THINKING ABOUT CRIME (rev. ed. 1985) . Wilson, an observer of crime and other urban problems, argues that policy analysis should guide the development of crime control programs. Id. at 48-56. He argues that the more valid theories of crime causation yield no policy relevant variables. Id. at 207-09. The position taken here is akin to Wilson's, in that we argue policies must be theory driven, for policies to work in controlling socially intolerable behaviors. 8 As discussed in the following section of this paper, this premise is a serious flaw in present deterrence theories. See supra text accompanying notes 33-40. 9 See J.Q. WILSON, supra note 7, at 252-53.
motivation of the social actor to calculate the costs and benefits of crime. 10 Furthermore, criminal sanctions, which are established by legislatures, must be communicated by the media and imposed by the courts. Thus, the deterrence doctrine is further based on the assumption that individuals are actually aware of criminal sanctions."l Finally, the deterrence doctrine assumes that the social actor is discouraged from committing crime when the perceived threat of punishment, or the cost of crime, exceeds any benefit associated with the commission of an illegal act. 12 The United States witnessed an unprecendented wave of sentencing reform legislation in the 1970s, arguably due to the demise of the rehabilitative justification for prison sentences, a perceived increase in predatory crime and a growing awareness of disparity in criminal sanctions. 13 As a result of this sentencing reform movement, many states legislated the deterrence doctrine into practice based on the central premise that stiff punishments can help reduce the extent of common or predatory crime. 14 Considerable controversy, however, surrounds the effectiveness of deterrence oriented sentencing laws. Some evaluation researchers contend that the justification for deterrence based punishments should not be based exclusively on existing empirical evidence supporting the effectiveness of the deterrence doctrine. 15 Supporters of the deterrence doctrine, however, contend that the jury is still out: only when the main elements of the deterrence calculus can be conceptualized and appropriately measured can society assess the utility of using punishment and threats of punishment to effect the crime problem.' 6 In search of empirically sound methods for crime control, some of the nation's leading social scientists have investigated the effectiveness of deterrence oriented punishments. A comprehensive review of the relevant research literature 17 
B. THE MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS OF PUNISHMENT
The first question concerning the effectiveness of punishment as a deterrent has centered on determining the importance of punishment severity, certainty and celerity in the deterrence calculus. Research measuring the certainty of punishment as a deterrent effect, as well as research measuring the strength of the various dimensions of punishment on criminal decisions, 1 8 suggest that punishment certainty has the greater influence on behavior.' 9 Zimring and Hawkins, writing one of the most fully articulated theoretical statements on deterrence, explain these findings regarding the importance of punishment certainty. 20 They recognize that deterrence is a future oriented principle. 2 1 Social actors, possessing a consciousness that reaches into the future, operate in the present time and are somewhat influenced by prior experiences. 22 Although the future oriented social actor can imagine the effects of punishment (unless the actor has experienced prison), it is his (her) perception of the odds of getting convicted and punished for a crime that will have the greatest influence in determining his (her) decision whether or not to commit a crime. 2 3 Empirically, the proposition that punishment certainty is the most crucial dimension for terrence Research, 8 CONTEMP. CRISES 243 (1984) , for a discussion of the contributions from the distinct disciplines. discouraging crime has been observed, 24 and, theoretically, this proposition can be explained.
C. THE APPROPRIATE UNIT OF ANALYSIS
The second question found throughout the deterrence literature is a methodological or an epistemological one regarding the appropriate unit of analysis for deterrence research. Some investigators have used crime rates as dependent variables, generally within a comparative framework, to examine the effectiveness of certain laws within certain jurisdictions. 25 Essentially, these researchers posit that aggregated arrest or conviction data summarize a generalized effect of punishmnent on criminal behavior across individuals . 26 Conversely, other investigators view the individual social actor as the only appropriate unit of analysis. 2 7 Theoretical work on decision making and information integration 28 makes the individual unit of analysis position espoused by some deterrence researchers the more reasonable one. This work shows that individual social actors, when making decisions, estimate and integrate subjectively perceived rewards and punishments associated with possible behaviors. 29 According to this approach, each individual must calculate the risk of apprehension and punishment when encountering a crime opportunity. This calculation requires an individual level decision making process that cannot be reflected by aggregated data.
D. THE ROLE OF FINANCIAL GAIN IN DETERRENCE
The third question, cogently summarized by James Q. Wilson, 30 concerns the role of perceived gain in the criminal decision. deterrence researchers ignore individual perceptions of financial reward because gain (or reward) is considered to be external to the legal and normative system that metes out punishment. 3 ' Nevertheless, the possibility of reward certainly influences criminal conduct. How do the individual's perceptions of gain-financial gain from illegal as well as from legal activities-influence perceptions regarding punishment certainty and punishment severity in the decision to avoid or approach crime opportunities? Logically, if punishment discourages crime, the potential for illicit economic gain encourages crime. Moreover, if the gain from crime mitigates the threat of punishment, legal opportunities for financial gain can discount the value of the financial reward from crime. 3 2 In developing theoretically based deterrence laws and policies, the role of perceived legal and illegal economic rewards cannot be ignored.
III. CONCEPTUAL FLAWS
A. OVERVIEW
To refine the existing deterrence doctrine, integration of the empirical and theoretical contributions from the earlier works discussed above is necessary. It is also necessary to rid the doctrine of two crucial flaws: 1) the conceptual failure to distinguish between normative consensus and the influence of crime and punishment norms on behavior, perceptions and decision making; and 2) the mistaken view that criminal sanctions, especially the prison sentence, are the only calculable and potential penalties or costs associated with crime.
B. NORMATIVE SYSTEMS
Weber argued that the rules governing social behavior tell actors what "is" empirically and what "ought to be" vis-a-vis their normative dimension. 3 3 Consider, for example, the rule "do not steal." This rule empirically reflects the notion that stealing can result in punishment. The rule also indicates that one ought to avoid stealing, a socially disvalued behavior. Normative systems contain explicit and implicit rules for behavior as well as criteria for distinguishing the rewards from the punishments associated with social life. Laws emanate from codified normative rules that exist within a specific institution of coercion (the courts) and are thus analytically distinct from rules of convention. Other norms dominate the behavior and perceptions of social actors due to normative consensus, i.e., widespread agreement within a community over the legitimacy of those norms. Normative consensus, Weber argued, results from a plurality of social factors habitually and subjectively experiencing actions guided by rules.
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If one considers normative consensus to be a form of legitimate domination, then the empirical distribution of known predatory criminals implies that segments of the general population are differentially likely to subscribe to or dissent from popular norms. 3 5 Several factors, including variation in the knowledge of norms, perceptions of fairness, and socioeconomic status, are arguably partial explanations for dissensus over normative systems that provide the rules and guidelines for appraising criminal and noncriminal opportunities. The deterrence doctrine is flawed by its failure to account for the distinction between the extent of normative consensus and differences in the degree to which social beings act according to the dictates of existing norms. As a result, one can conclude that deterrence oriented laws accept as nonproblematic normative consensus, especially with respect to disvaluing criminal sanctions.
Are select segments of the general population less likely to subscribe to a normative system that makes crime highly disvalued behavior? Or, generally, does consensus chartacterize the views held by the population regarding crime and its punishments? Surely, no deterrence based law can be effective unless it is directed toward the appropriate normative system or systems that make the criminal sanction a threat worth avoiding.
B. THE PENAL SANCTION
The second major flaw associated with contemporary variants of the deterrence doctrine is the conceptualization of the penal Soc. 1117 Soc. , 1122 Soc. -24 (1980 . sanction as the exclusive "cost" or "penalty" associated with crime. In a capitalist economy, the financial cost to the offender of a term in prison or jail can be estimated easily, and the resulting measure of foregone personal income can be used to convince potential law breakers that "crime does not pay." The rational actor who balances the perceived probable cost of crime against the probable gain should be twice as deterred by the threat of a two year prison sentence than by the threat of a one year sentence. 3 7 Thus, according to this economic conceptualization, the courts should impose stiffer penalties to deter more crime. Our contention, however, is that the prison term cannot be measured only in terms of financial costs; instead it must be measured as a multi-dimensional and extreme form of punishment.
In a bygone era, the sack of ashes (albeit perhaps an apocryphal sack) symbolized the community's denunciation of sins and sinners. Contemporarily, penal sanctions given by trial courts symbolize the distinction between the serious criminal offense and all other forms of illicit or deviant behavior in the United States. The states' penal codes specify which are the serious criminal offenses deserving a term of incarceration and which are the relatively trivial offenses deserving a monetary fine. 3 8 Thus, punishments are not limited to the "penalties" paid or the "costs" incurred by criminal offenders.
Convicted felony offenders, as well as serious misdemeanor offenders, are sentenced to "serve" punishments-typically a term of probation or incarceration in prison. Since punishments can be served as well as paid, perceptions of punishment severity cannot be measured in terms of affordability. Punishment severity must be conceptualized in terms of deprivations. The offender punished by the court with a term of incarceration is deprived of liberty, autonomy and certain civil rights. 3 9 Accurate conceptions of punishment severity perceptions must also incorporate views of the symbolic and stigmatizing function of the penal sanction. Symbolically, the second phase of a bifurcated 37 This illustration can be modified by introducing the notion of marginal disutility to the dimension of punishment severity, suggesting that a two year term of incarceration might be perceived as less than twice as severe as a one year term. Regardless, the relevant issue here is that the penal sanction is not amenable to quantification with an economic metric.
38 In the state of Indiana, for example, an offender convicted of a CLASS C misdemeanor "may be imprisoned for a fixed term of not more than sixty (60) days; in addition, he may be fined not more than five hundred dollars ($500)." IND. CODE § 35-50-3-4 (West 1986) . The offender convicted of CLASS A felony "shall be imprisoned for a fixed term of thirty (30) criminal trial-the sentencing hearing-is an institutionalized degradation ceremony where the impartial judge, in the name of public values, denounces the offender by either removing the offender from the community, or restricting his (her) freedom according to the probation contract.
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The conceptual flaw of treating the penal sanction as only the "cost" of crime has severe implications for the deterrence doctrine.
If perceptions of punishment severity extend the boundaries of financial estimations, criminal law that protracts the prison term for the purpose of deterrence cannot be effective, nor can it be a cost efficient method for controlling the crime problem.
IV. A STUDY OF ECONOMICALLY MOTIVATED CRIME OPPORTUNITIES
A. OVERVIEW
The data for this research is the product of our study funded by the National Institute ofJustice to develop appropriate measures for observing perceptions of individuals encountering hypothetical crime opportunities. 4 1 The study is designed to reflect the three major contributions to the deterrence research tradition discussed above. First, it measures the importance of punishment certainty and punishment severity in perceptions of crime opportunities. Second, the individual's judgment is the unit of measurement. Third, the study measures both the perceived disutility of the criminal sanction as well as the perceived utility of financial gain from crime.
2 B. CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS
Unlike most deterrence research, in this study respondents are members of the general public rather than convicted or incarcerated offenders. The purpose of the study is to explicate the deterrence calculus. Thus, this study models the perceived probability of committing economically motivated crimes for those individuals who are apparently responsive to legal threats. As such, it permits an investigation of differences in the extent to which individuals subscribe to the normative system that determines the value of criminal gain and the disvalue of criminal sanctions.
A purposive sample of survey respondents is created to reflect Respondents were given booklets containing fifty vignettes. Each vignette describes a potential crime opportunity in terms of the nature of the offense, the possible economic gain from the crime, the risk of being caught and convicted of the crime and the punishment. We express the punishment that would result from conviction in terms of prison time and fines. 4 5 Figure 1 is an example of the crime opportunity vignettes used in the study. Respondents indicate on the rating line following each vignette how likely someone like themselves would be to commit the hypothetical crime under the circumstances described in the vignette. Therefore, the dependent measure is the perceived probability of a criminal decision.
The factorial survey design that we use combines the benefits of a controlled experiment with those associated with survey research. Factorial objects, i.e., the individual vignettes, are constructed to model experimental conditions, and an adequate sample of the population being studied is selected to respond to the vignette booklets. 4 6 In this study, a total of 37,750 crime opportunity vignettes are rated (751 respondents X 50 factorial objects each).
To construct vignettes, a computer program randomly assigns values for all of the dimensions of information appearing in the vignettes. Thus, factorial objects are analogous to iterations under 43 These data can be found in U.S. DEP'T OF JUSTICE, supra note 35, at 416-22. 44 The 1981 Social Security Administration poverty index was used to define poverty thresholds for the 200 interviews of individuals whose household income put them at or below a point equal to 150% of the "poverty line." The poverty index takes into account household size. Thus, a one person household is within 150% of the poverty level at $7,065 and a five person household is within 150% of the poverty level at $16,425 gross annual 1981 income.
45 The research discussed here was also concerned with three non-economic crimes: carrying a handgun illegally, smoking marijuana, and assault. Those three crimes are not discussed in this paper. 0% "10%'20%'30%'40% 50% 60%o 70% 80% 90% 100% ABSOLUTELY ABSOLUTELY WOULD NOT WOULD COMMIT CRIME COMMIT CRIME experimental conditions. For this research, five dimensions of information are rotated: 1) Type of Crime, 2) Risk, 3) Prison, 4) Fine and 5) Gain. Note that Risk is a measure of punishment certainty, whereas Prison and Fine are measures of punishment severity. Table 1 shows the levels for the five dimensions of the hypothetical crime opportunity vignettes. By design, factorial surveys generate asymptotically orthogonal variables, making them ideal for using an Ordinary Least Squares (O.L.S.) analytical approach 4 7 to observe how various dimensions of information are weighted and integrated by respondents when forming judgments abvout social objects. 48 The initial data file analyzed in this research contains 37,750 cases of information. Each case contains coded values for the five vignette dimensions under investigation, the respondent's perceived probability of a criminal decision and the respondent's background characteristics, which are obtained from an interview following the vignette rating task.
C. THE DETERRENCE CALCULUS
As discussed above, one primary purpose of the crime opportu- Three non-economic crimes were also used, but they are not discussed in this paper. ** For the data examined here, probation was arbitrarily coded as .25 years. nity study is to reflect the knowledge gained from earlier deterrence research in an attempt to model the deterrence calculus that characterizes individuals of the general public. Considering the distribution of known criminal incidents in the United States, a single equation linear additive model, modified to include a block of dummy variables to represent the Crime Type dimension, was used initially in the analysis designed to explain variance in the vignette ratings made by white males, white females, black males and black females. 4 9 Subsequent analysis using a logarithmic model produces a significant improvement over the linear model in R 2 values for the four gender by race subsamples. The error term (1-R 2 ), however, remained large for all subsamples, with the specified model being the most successful in explaining variance in white male vignette ratings. The findings, partly summarized in Table 2 , represent at the subsample unit of analysis the perceived probability of criminal de- The Gain and Fine coefficients have been multiplied by 1,000 and reflect the expected change in the vignette rating given a $1,000 increase in Gain or Fine net of other variables. Armed Robbery is the omitted category in a block of dummy variables to represent crime type.
cisions as a function of crime type, 5 0 economic gain, risk, fine, prison term and random error. Based on the subsample unit of analysis, it is clear that perceived criminal choices or decisions can 50 Seven different crime descriptions were rotated in vignettes in order to give respondents different crime scenarios tojudge. The net effects of the various crime stems are not discussed in this paper.
[Vol. 77be modeled. The partial regression coefficients representing the net effects of the vignette dimensions are statistically significant and in the predicted directions. As the gain from the hypothetical crime opportunity increases, the perceived probability of committing a crime increases. Likewise, as the certainity and severity of punishment increases, the perceived probability of illegal behavior decreases.
Based on the subsample unit of analysis, one could infer that white men, compared to the other gender by race segments of the population, are more likely to balance the cost of crime against the potential gain from crime when making decisions to approach or avoid criminal opportunities. Such an inference would permit the conclusion that the threat of severe sanctions best deters white men.
The analysis described above also suggests that aggregating the vignette ratings to the subsample unit of analysis can mask the structure of the individual's decision calculus. This approach could result in a misrepresentation of the degree to which the perceived probability of committing crimes is influenced by a consideration of the benefits and costs associated with criminal behavior for white males, white females, black males and black females. In other words, it is possible that the "within group" differences in the decision making calculus vary across the four gender by race segments of the general population. If "within group" differences vary considerably, the relatively high R 2 value for white males at the subsample unit of analysis would imply only that the individual white male is less likely than the individual black male, the individual black female or the individual white female to deviate from the values and norms governing white male perceptions.
One major purpose of this study is to examine individuals' differential subscription to normative systems that can influence the criminal decision. Thus, it is necessary to examine the individual respondent's calculus for balancing the perceived disvalue of punishment against the perceived value of gain.
D. THE INDIVIDUAL UNIT OF ANALYSIS
A crucial benefit of the factorial survey design is that it places no restrictions on the unit of aggregation for analysis. All vignette ratings can be pooled and analyzed together; subsamples of ratings can be analyzed separately (as discussed above); or the individual's vignette ratings can be analyzed. For this particular research, the individual respondent's decision making calculus is modeled in order to obtain the best representation of how the gender by race seg-ments of the general population tend to value and disvalue the benefits and costs of crime when faced with criminal opportunities.
To explain variance in criminal opportunity judgments at the respondent unit of analysis, one functional form of an equation = Perceived Probability of Crime on a 0 -100 Scale. We used the single equation model to generate the respondent unit of analysis data. Each case in this particular data file contains the respondent's partial regression coefficients, the multiple R 2 value from the full equation, the mean vignette rating and the numerical values that represent such personal background characteristics as age, gender, race, income and level of education.
E. GENERAL RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
A major conceptual flaw associated with popular variations of the deterrence doctrine is the implicit acceptance of widespread consensus over normative systems that make the penal sanction an especially disvalued punishment. This research, however, takes consensus as problematic. It examines perceptions about hypothetical crime opportunities based on the premise that meaningful segments of the general public may indeed subscribe to distinctive norms that guide their perceptions.
This study is principally concerned with crime opportunity norms that characterize the gender and race segments of the general population. We choose to focus on these particular segments because they show extreme and obvious differences in their proximity to crime and the criminal justice system. 5 1 51 Major differences in crime opportunity judgments would be predicted among the age strata, occupational groups, and so forth.
F. THE PROXIMITY PROBLEM
In terms of gender and race, the empirical picture shows that males and blacks are more likely than females and whites to be arrested for crimes or victimized by predatory offenses. 5 2 Additional indicators such as the composition of the prison populations 53 or offenders shot by police 54 reaffirm the notion that males, especially black males, are disproportionately represented within the criminal justice populations. The probabilities of predatory crime victimization, arrest and incarceration summarize an objective proximity to crime and the criminal justice process. Quite clearly, the race and gender segments are not equally proximite to crime and the criminal justice system at an objective level.
Moreover, there is some evidence for suggesting that the gender and race segments of the general population are not equally proximate to crime and the criminal justice system at the subjective level. A concern over crime, a fear of being victimized by violent crime, and perceptions of fairness in criminal justice can be used to summarize a subjective proximity to crime and criminal justice. Some researchers have found that females and blacks fear crime more than males and whites. 5 5 Others have found that blacks perceive more injustice than whites in the legal response to crime.
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G.
EXPECTED PATTERNS OF RACE AND GENDER DIFFERENCE Premised on: 1) an expectation of a lack of normative consensus due to variations in objective and subjective proximity to crime and criminal justice, and 2) the salience of financial gain, punishment severity, and punishment certainity in the deterrence calculus, the following gender and race patterns are expected when examining perceptions of crime opportunities at the respondent unit of analysis.
(1) Compared to males, females are expected to indicate a lower perceived probability of committing economically motivated crime. FORCES 1033 FORCES , 1040 FORCES -41 (1983 . 56 See supra note 36.
(2) The average black male deterrence calculus is expected to be as structured as the average white male calculus, when measured by respondent level R 2 values. (3) Norms for disvaluing punishment and for valuing gain, as they are represented by respondent level partial regression coefficients that model the deterrence calculus, are expected to vary across gender by race segments of the general population. (4) The Gain, Risk and Prison vignette dimensions are expected to be weighted more heavily by males than by females. (5) Regardless of gender and race, Prison and Fine measures of crime severity are expected to be less important in the deterrence calculus than Gain or Risk.
V. FINDINGS
A.
SUMMARY MEASURES Table 3 shows the gender by race distributions of two summary measures derived from the respondent unit of analysis examination of vignette ratings. The respondent level mean vignette rating, displayed in the top panel of Table 3 , is called the rating tendency and represents the overall perceived probability of committing economically motivated crimes. Separate variance estimates are used to identify statistically significant differences across pairs of mean rating tendencies. As expected, this analysis shows that the mean of the black female vignette rating tendency is substantially and significantly lower than either the mean of the white male or the black male rating tendency. These data imply that, on average, black women perceive a lesser likelihood of committing crime than men. These data, however, quite unexpectedly suggest that white women, faced with what are considered the "right circumstances" for committing crime, perceive that they are as likely as males to take advantage of a criminal opportunity. In the past decade, Simon 5 7 and Adler 58 among other criminologists predicted dramatic increases in the number of women in the arrest data. 59 Contrary to those predictions, no factual data indicate that women today are committing more serious crimes than they have in the past. 60 This study, however, suggests that some white women are experiencing at a subjective level a greater likelihood of committing crime than we anticipated.
The bottom panel of Table 3 shows the distribution of respondent level multiple R 2 values from the individual respondent level of analysis. The multiple R 2 values represent the degree to which the single equation used to model the respondents' perceived likelihood of criminal decisions summarizes the vignette dimension effects. As expected, but contrary to what a subsample level of analysis implies (see Table 2 ), there are no significant differences across the gender and race segments regarding the degree to which perceived criminal decisions are structured by the weighting and integrating of dimensions of information appearing in the vignettes.
When examining the standard deviations of the distributions of respondent R 2 values, one must note, however, that the values for black males and females are more dispersed than those for white males and females. The standard deviations suggest that to adequately represent black perceptions of crime opportunities, the black individual's perceptions must be analyzed. A subsample unit of analysis may only be appropriate for representing limited segments of the general population, i.e., those more likely to show consensus in judgments. flect the respondent's accepted norms for valuing the financial gain from crime and for disvaluing the punishment associated with a criminal conviction. The statistics displayed in Table 4 show that, as expected, members of the gender and race segments of the general population tend to subscribe to at least moderately different normative systems that guide perceptions of economic crime opportunities. Moreover, white men and black women appear to show the greatest differences in subscription to norms for valuing the gain from crime and disvaluing the various dimensions of punishment for crime. Regardless of the vignette dimension under consideration, the average white male partial regression coefficient is substantially larger than the average black female statistic.
B. NORMS GOVERNING PERCEPTIONS OF GAIN AND PUNISHMENT
C.
STRENGTH OF EFFECTS
This particular application of the factorial survey design permits a comparison across and within the gender by race segments of the relative strengths of the vignette dimensions in a criminal decision calculus. When independent variables are orthogonal, as they are by design in this research, the sum of the squared standardized partial regression coefficients approximates the coefficient of determination. Thus, 3i/X13i 2 was used to estimate the strength of the Risk, Prison, Gain and Fine dimensions. The resulting gender by race distributions of strength measures are displayed in Table 5 .
[Vol. 77 The only finding congruent with expectations for race and gender differences in the weighting (or strength) of vignette dimensions concerns the average net effect of financial gain. Men, especially white men, are more strongly influenced than black men or black women by the punishment dimensions of certainty and severity (Risk and Prison) when judging crime scenarios.
1986]
UPDATING THE DETERRENCE DOCTRINE
Congruent with expectations for similarities in the deterrence calculus, the four gender by race groups indicate that the certainty of getting caught and convicted for a crime (Risk) has a stronger effect than the dimensions of crime severity (Prison and Fine) in the deterrence calculus. Morever, the financial gain from a hypothetical crime appears to have a relatively strong influence on the crime opportunity judgments made by the typical respondent, regardless of gender or race.
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS
The data analyzed in this research represent judgments about hypothetical criminal situations or the perceived probabilities of criminal decisions. How closely such judgments about social subjects correspond to behavior is a matter for speculation and empirical verification. What these data show and imply, however, with respect to how survey respondents subjectively value and disvalue the financial gain and the potential punishments associated with crime opportunities are important for understanding how legal threats can be used effectively to discourage common criminal behavior.
Clearly this research shows that the threat of punishment is a central and multi-dimensional factor of information processed by individuals faced with perceived economically motivated crime opportunities. Most importantly, these data suggest that predatory crime control policies ought to focus on the certainty of punishment as the primary means for discouraging illicit behaviors. Thus, increasing the likelihood of a criminal conviction and criminal sanction is likely to be more effective than lengthening prison sentences under a deterrence based punishment scheme.
For individuals faced with criminal opportunities, punishment severity is more than an opportunity cost, i.e., foregone income. A better understanding of perceptions regarding the deprivations and stigmas associated with the penal sanction is needed before law makers and policy makers can attempt to deter crime with punishment severity. This research indicates that, to be effective, predatory crime control programs must neutralize or discount the value of financial gain from crime. Blocking criminal opportunities as well as providing legal opportunities for financial gain should be incorporated into social programs that are designed to ameliorate the predatory crime problem.
Deterrence based theory, law, and social policy cannot assume normative consensus. This research found at least moderate dissensus across the gender by race segments of the general population over normative guidelines for disvaluing the criminal sanction. Future theoretical and empirical work on the deterrence doctrine must examine variations in perceptions of both the upside and the downside of criminal opportunities across meaningful segments of the general population. Deterrence based laws or programs cannot be fully effective until we learn why, for some individuals, prison is not a threat worth avoiding.
